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SOME NOTES ON ROMEO AND JULIET.  1) 
THE PROLOGUE. 
There seems to be a pretty general consensus of opinion that this prologue 
cannot be due to the pen of Shakespeare. Why not? Because it is not ,worthy 
of him" or, because, teste 1. 14, it is evidently the actors whose ,,toil shall 
strive to mend what here shall miss". With regard to the former argument, 
it cannot be stated often enough that this is reasoning in the most vicious 
of circles. For, how do we know that Shakespeare, in his earlier days, could 
not ,,commit" (let us call it so for the sake of argument!) such a passage as 
this? Because all such passages as have at any time given rise in any way 
to any criticism have been declared spurious at one time or another. And 
thus the poet's work becomes spotless because all its blemishes have been 
removed. What the inevitable consequences must be of such a reasoning has 
never been demonstrated more aptly than by G. Sarrazin in his excellent 
William Shakespeares Lehrjahre. 
And with regard to the second argument - I Would beg to observe that 
the line in question only shows that the prologue was meant to be spoken 
by an actor, in the name of the actors. But why could not the poet have 
written it for them? Moreover, was not Shakespeare himself an actor? So 
why could he not have written the prologue?2) 
TH~ PIECE. 
I, 1, 48 . . . .  I will bite my thumb at them; which is a disgrace to them. . .  
Mommsen reads which is disgrace to them, omitting a with the Q2. He 
supports this reading by a reference to the Q1. But as there we find the 
expression disgrace enough, the omission of the indef, art. is no perfect analogue. 
Nor can this.be said of the only other case quoted from Spenser: it isfoule 
disgrace that, where an adjective is found. For analogues cf. lower down, 
note on I, 5, 47. 
Why it is a disgrace to bear that gesture is not explained by any of the 
passages quoted by the commentators. A hint is contained in the following 
1) Aangezien Prof. Logeman slechts met de grootste moeilijkheid te bereiken is en van een 
geregeld heen en weer zenden van drukproeven geen sprake kan wezen, bieden deze "Notes" 
den lezers niet den vorm waarin de schrijver ze, in gewone omstandighedeT,, zouhebben laten 
afdrukken. De Redactie heeft gemeend en schrijver, die van de buitenwereld is afgesloten, 
zooveel mogelijk te gemoet te moeten komen, ook uit erkentelijkheid voor zijne belangstelling 
in ons tijdschrift. De "Notes" werden eenige jaren geleden geschreveu en zijn sedert niet 
bijgewerkt. Red. 
2) Apropos of this prologue in sonnet-form, a word on Brooke's sonnet-argument may 
perhaps be given in a note. His ,'To the Reader" begins : Amid the desert rockes, the Mountaine 
beare Brings forth" . . . .  and then after the 13th and 14th- lines: Right so my Muse . . . .  hath 
brought forth. I suggest that Amid may be a misprint for As mid. The context will make it 
clear, which the reader should look up before judging: As mid the desert rocks, the mountain 
bear brings forth his young, right so has my Muse now brought forth her tender whelps. The 
Euphuistic parallelism intended is unmistakeable. The references are to the Globe edition. 
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passage from Rules of Civility translated from French, 1678, which I quote 
at second h~,nd from Nares: ,It is no less disrespectful to bite the nail of your 
thumb by way of scorn and disdain, and drawing your nail from between 
your teeth, to tell them you value not this what they can do". 
See Elworthy, The Evil Eye, p. 255 on the mana flea. The expression 
,,a fig for" (you) and ,,not (to care) a fig for", seem to have an entirely 
differefit origin. 
I, 1, 69. Gregory, remember thy swashing blow. 
The only commentator who seems to think that ,,washihg", the reading of 
the Q2 0-8 and Ff is ,at a pinch" possible, is Delius, but even he thinks it must 
be a -laughable mistake for the correct phrase, purposely put into the mouth 
of a servant" (quoted from Furness). 
It seems to me that the difference between to wash and such a verb as 
to sweep is so little, that we cannot a priori deny the possibility of a sense- 
development washing = sweeping ----- carrying all before it, strong, terrible; 
Compare e.g. a washing blow with a sweeping statement; cp. also to wipe 
(over the fingers). 
If one compares e.g. the various significations assigned to to sweep in 
say the Encyel. Dict. (nos 2, 5, 6) with those given (in the same work) to 
to wash (nos 3, 4, 5; to overwhelm and sweep away or carry off by or as 
by a rush of water), we shall find that such a development is in itself very 
likely to take place. 
The very fact however that swashinr is so very common 1) _ teste all the 
passages, quoted by the various commentators - explains the corruption into 
that word by the man responsible for Q4. 
Even Daniel thinks swashinr the right word although he actually supplies 
the most convincing proof that washinr is possible by . . .  quoting that very 
expression from Harvey's Playne Percevall, 1589. The whole context excludes 
the possibility of a misprint for it contains a pun on wash in the usual 
meaning: ,You see my quarter staffe, is it not a blessed begger, thinke you? 
A washing blow of this is as good as a Laundresse, it will wash for the 
names sake: it can wipe a fellow over the thumbs" . . .  etc. 
I, 1, 73. heartless hinds. 
Heartless here either ----- cowardly, or = ,without understanding, foolish." 
(N.E.D. sub 3.) Compare for the latter I. 71: part fools, for the former: 
Have at thee coward, 1. 78. 
I, 1, 76. What, drawn, and talk of peace! 
This, the reading of the quartos, with its loose construction, - what, you 
are drawn (cf. I. 73 art thou drawn), or you have drawn your sword and 
you talke of peace, i. e. this ,,ungrammatical" juxtaposition of an infinitive 
and a past participle is precisely the sort of unsophisticated English we might 
expect of a mind ,,only" trained in a grammar school of the time. And we 
l) Shakespeare however uses it but once, in As'you like it, I, 3, 122. Furness in his note 
on this passage says it is still current in America. 
19 Vol. 1 
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can see quite well that this should be 'corrected' into draw in the Ff. Hence 
such notes as Delius' to the effect that draw 'agrees' better with ,,talk". 
When will people realize that Shakespeare did not write 20th century 
academical discourses but that he reflects the language of his time, letting 
his characters talk as they were accustomed to do in real life? 
I, 1, 96 . . . .  bred~of an airy word...  
Schmidt's interpretation of airy as unsubstantial seems less happy. Either 
,flimsy, superficial, flippant", for which meaning the N.E.D. quotes Ben 
Jonson; or ,having airs" (first quotation from 1606) would fit in much better. 
I, 1, 119, 120: . . . the  winds who . . .h iss 'd h im. . .  
On the use of who for which, see Abbott w 264 and Franz w 202. As 
usual, Franz's remarks are by far the more sensible. But his collections are 
here as often not quite so full as Abbott's and hence Abbott should still 
continue to be consulted. Professor Franz would no doubt have slightly 
extended his definition as to when who for which occurs, if he had taken 
all Abbott's material into consideration. 
Abbott's explanation of e .g.K. J . ,  II, 1, 575: The world who of itself is 
peased well; where -perhaps who is used because of the pause after ,world" 
in the sense ,,though it" 1) and of M. of V., II, 7, 4: ,gold who.. ." ,silver, 
which" are of course absurd; they prove on the contrary with some others 
that, whatever the original force of who may have been - it is indeed more 
than probable that it originally really added "be it only the slightest degree 
of personification" to the sence - Shakespeare sometimes at least uses 
who with exactly the same force as which. Read therefore in Franz: Who 
wird bet Shakespeare ausser auf Personen auch auf personificirte, bisweilen 
auek auf nieht personifieirte Dingbegriffe bezogen. 
I, 1, 135. Pursued my humour not pursuing h is . . .  
There is practical unanimity with regard to this reading humour in stead 
of honour which is however found in Q1, Qs, and so far as I gather from 
Furness all the Folios, -- I can vouch only for the first. (Curiously enough, 
Daniel implies that the Folios have humour!) 
Daniel and Dowden, usually, so very prudent do not even think it worth 
while to discuss the possibility of honour. 
The line as it stands in the Folio might very well mean: Benvolio, 
observing that Romeo evidently wishes to be alone, says that he did not 
wish to obtrude himself, which his own honour would not brook, so he 
'pursues', his own honour in the sense of to act in accordance with, - not 
wishing to 'pursue' Romeo's, - the second 'pursue' would here resort under 
Schmidts no. 4 to persecute, . . .  to seek to injure" (not as Schmidt gives 
it = to follow, to attend). 
It deserves notice that in line 147 Black and porlentous must this humour 
prove, humour is the reading of all the old copies, with the single exception 
of Qx. I look upon this reading as beyond doubt; precisely because here 
1) He actually adds: " I t  there had been no comma between "wor ld"  and the relative, we 
should here have that or which" !! 
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humour refers to what had before been designated as honour, the former 
corruption is so easily explicable. And I should like to hear how black had 
to be explained in connection with honaur here! However, as humour in 
I. 135 is found in the Q2 and gives a good sense, I see no reason to intro- 
duce the Fo. reading with its doubtful authenticity. 
A similar confusion occurs in Wives I, 3, 92, where honour according to 
Schmidt is the correct reading; according to Delius, the corrupt one: 
,,Falstaff will learn the humour of the age." Who may be right is neither 
here nor there - I only wish to'point out the confusion in the old copies 
which here interests us as such. 
So far as I can see at present he only one that defends the reading honour 
is Eichhoff who in his edition of Fin neues Drama yon Shakespeare, 
(Halle, Niemeyer, 1904) assigns to the word the meaning "a controlling sense 
of what is right, true and due; probity of feeling or conduct." It is in 
perfect keeping with Eichhoff's inacceptable theory that Q1 is Shakespeare's 
only Romeo & Juliet and Q2 (along .with F 0 only the work of a third 
(or fourth-)rate ,,Corrector", that he looks upon the humour of I. 147 as also 
corrupted, - for in Q1, where everything is as it should be, these words 
follow immediately on what in our text is I. 135. There are more details in 
E's explanation which cannot stand the test of criticism but which it would 
be waste of space to refute here. 
I, 1, 158. Ere he can spread his sweet leaves to the air 
Or dedicate his beauty to the sun. 
As Dowden says, Theobald's emendation has been retained notwithstanding 
the fact that all the old copies (the passage is not in Qx) have "to the same", 
simply "by virtue of its beauty". And perhaps, I may add, because we 
have now got so much accustomed to the new reading that we look upon 
a change as sacrilege! 
Well, - the reading san does  seem more beautiful to us. But, even 
assuming for the sake of argument hat ShakespeaI:e would agree, if his 
opinion could be asked, what right have we to improve upon an author 
and cont i r iue  to  g ive  the  changed read ing  as the  author ' s  
own?  When Davenant (and Dryden) ,,improved" the Tempest he put his 
name to it, - let us by all means allow the bud to dedicate its beauty to the 
sun in Mr. Theobald's Romeo & Juliet, but could we not allow Shakespeare 
to be presented in the dress he himself was not ashamed of? 
For it suffices to cast a look into Schmidt's Lexicon (what would the latter- 
day Shakespehrean be without it?) to see that, to use Malone's rather tame 
expression, ,the other mode of expression" (the ,,flat, lawyer's clerk-like 
diction", same, as Daniel has it) "was not uncommon" in Shakespeare. 
Compare: ,-lle had of me a chain: at five o'clock I shall receive the money 
for the same. Err., IV, 1, 11; desiring thee to lay aside the sword and put 
the same into young Arthur's hand;John, 1, 14; she would be best pleased 
with to be so angered with an other letter. No, would I were so angered 
with the same, Gent., l, 2, 104, etc. etc. etc. 
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I, 1, 217. From love's weak childish bow she lives unharm'd. 
This is Pope's reading (who got gnharm'd from the first Q. but it should 
be noted that the first Q. reads: Oainst Cupids c. b. she I. unharm'd") 
followed e. g. by Furness; commentators either follow suit here or read 
enc/azrm'd with Collier-Perkins. How Mommsen could (p. 81) back up this 
encharmed as against he 'niichtern' unharmed, as ,sinnlich-kr~iftiger", passes 
my understanding. 
But is the original reading of Qq. and Ff. uncharmed so qui te  impossible? 
If you will look up the N.E.D. in vote from, you will find that from 
may very well mean : away from, out of, -- free from, - see lb. sub 5b, 8b and 
especially 6b. And if then we read the line with slight pause behind lives, 
thus: "From love's weak childish bow she lives, uncharmed", I think there 
can be no difficulty in the interpretation: She lives ,free from", Cupid's 
bow, - not having to fear love's arrows, - impenetrable to them, - uncharmed 
i. e. ".not worked upon by any magic power" (Schmidt), i. e. not under the 
influence of any power. 
I, 2, 9. She hath not seen the change of fourteen years. 
In Brooke, Juliet is XVI years of age, and a great deal of speculation has 
found place as to why Shakespeare changed it. One reason, recently adduced, 
deserves perhaps to be made more widely known, - to be highly extolled 
pel'haps by the one , -  because it deserves the pillory of publicity according 
to the other. Prof. Barrett Wendell, in his William Shakespeare (1898) 
rejects the hypothesis that speaks of the prematurity of Italian youth and 
the like, saying: ,,Perhaps this speculation is very wise. More probably, 
however, at least to some of us, the reason why Shakespeare's Juliet is 
fourteen seems to lie in a single pun, at the time of Juliet's first appearence: 
Lady Capulet: She's not fourteen. 
Nurse: I'll lay fourteen of my teeth. 
And yet, to my teen be it spoken, I have but four, - 
She is not fourteen." -
for, as Prof. Wendell adds ,,no other numeral in the teens could make that 
slight joke so sonorous, so precise, and so funny", - compare 1.1. p. 125. 
Prof. Wendell has evidently forgotten the fact that Shakespeare had already 
bdore written that Juliet had ,,not seen the change of fourteen years", - or 
would the Professor perhaps maintain that all this proves that Shakespeare 
wrote the third scene before the second, - or would he make Shakespeare 
descend to the lowest depths of punning by making him change the age of 
sixteen into that of fourteen in scene the second so as to be able to pun on 
it later on, by that funny  joke in sc. 3.? 
I, 2, 14, seq, The earth hath swallow'd all my hopes but she, 
She is the hopeful lady of my earth. 
Fille de lerre is the French phrase for an heiress, Steevens had decreed, 
and other commentators had added to this the statement that earth in other 
old plays is likewise put for lands, i. e. landed estate. I wonder if fille de 
terre has ever been produced in this sense; Prof. A. Counson my learned 
colleague here does not know of it either. Still, the whole context would 
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seem to point to heiress as the meaning required for lady of my earth. 
And observe that Brooke in precisely the same context, viz. where we hear 
of Paris' wooing Juliet, says: that the "mayden was, well shaped, yong and 
faire, As also well brought up and wise, her fathers onely heyre." (1. 1879). 
If we think of such words as landlord and of course especially landlady, 
- where lady means of course nothing else but proprietress, - the paral- 
lelism of landlady (= proprietress of the land) and lady of(my) earth becomes 
so evident that there can be no question, it would seem, of substituting an 
other word for earth; such as Keightley's fee; Johnson actually proposes: 
,,She is the hope and stay of my full years"! It becomes clear on the con- 
trary that ,,the hopeful lady of my earth", stands for my lady-of-earth, and 
that the separation of earth from lady of is only due to the introduction 
of an adjective; to some extent perhaps we may compare my good Lady, 
my good Lord for Good Mylady, Good Mylord. Observe at the same time 
that in ,,hopeful lady of my earth" with a slight stress on my, there is 
perhaps (who knows?) a playful pun on 'the earth' of the preceding line. 
Again we are reminded of this fille de terre and that would surely be an 
excellent parallelism, if only it were found! Considering that this does not 
seem to be the case, it may be of interest o point out that an exact parallel 
occurs in a language from which English has also borrowed largely. I am 
thinking of Norwegian gaardjente and ggardgut 1) ~ a country or rural 
heiress and heir, but still more of jordgjenta. See Aasen, p. 335 in v. 
Jordar~jenta : Pine sore skal arve en Gaard. - Also called, he adds:Jordar- 
tans (tans, danish tO's, : girl, wench). And cp. ib. Jordardreng ~ ung 
mandsperson, som er Arving til en Gaard, - -  also called: Jordargut, jora- 
gut (gut = boy). 
The latest interpretation is that of Dowdens earth = ploughing (Prof. D. 
seems to be thinking of an obscene interpretation; he compares Antony, 
Cleopatra, II, 1. 233: he ploughed her). Apart from the fact that it is not 
required by the context, it will now probably, after what precedes, be thought 
to be superfluous. 
I, 2, 39. It is written that the shoemaker should meddle with his yard etc. 
Some other examples of such ehiasms may find a place here. 
Merchant of Venice, III, 5, 57. For the table, Sir, it shall be served in; 
for the meat Sir, it shall be covered. - -  
(of. ib. It, 2, 102: you may tell every finger I have with my ribs," - -  a 
cognate joke. And cp. Furness' note on III. 1, 57.) 
M. N. Dream, IV, 1, 216: The eye of man hath not heard, the ear of man 
hath not seen, man's hand is not able to taste, his tongue to conceive, nor 
his heart to report, what my dream was. 
Mucedorus, ed. Proescholdt, p. 33: I can keep my tongue from picking 
and stealing, and my hands from lying and slandering," closely connected with 
Selimus, 1. 1980, ed. Grosart (Temple Dramatists) p. 74: well, if you will 
keep my sheep truly, keeping your hands from lying and slandering and 
l) See e.g. Hans Aanrud, S~lve Solveng, p.p. 130, 131. 
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your tongues from picking and stealing, you shall be master Bullithrumble's 
servitors. 
Compare Eckhardt, Die Lustige Person im dlteren Engl. Drama (bis 1642), 
Berlin, 1902, p.p. 156 and more especially p. 325, for a discussion of this 
'motive' and for some other examples 1). 
I, 2, 50 seq. Benvolio: Take thou some new infection to thy eye 
And the rank poison of the old will die. 
Romeo: Your plantain leaf is excellent for that. 
Benvolio: For what, I pray thee? 
Romeo: For your broken shin. - -  
l find some difficulty in seeing the logic underlying Romeo's ,Your plan- 
tain leaf is excellent for that"  in connection with what precedes. Benvolio 
has said: there is a means of curing you of your love. For that,  answers 
Romeo, a plantain leaf is excellent. On Benvolio's howing that he does not 
understand it, Romeo explains: For a broken shin. Surely it seems to me 
there can only be sense in this if ,,a broken shin" may be taken somehow 
or other to refer to ,,the rank poison of his old (love)". If such an expla- 
nation can be found, we understand at once the association of ideas that 
leads Romeo to speak of a plantain leaf, the healing plant, in connection 
with his lost love. For Romeo may thus be supposed to think of this (to us 
hypothetical) figurative meaning as well as of the literal meaning and to be 
punning on it. 
The drift of my remarks will at once be clear to readers acquainted with 
Dutch, who will remember that the Dutch equivalent of broken shin in its 
literal acceptation of the bruised forepart of the leg is blanwe scheen and 
that this expression can bear the figurative construction of a ,,rejected suit". 
There can hardly be any doubt that this double meaning for broken shin 
w o u 1 d fit in very well: Benvolio: Look at other beauties, and you will be 
cured of this love. Romeo (ironically): If that were all that was wanted to 
cure me of my ,,broken shin", - why, then a plantain leaf would already 
be sufficient. 
But of course, - a Dutch expression cannot without more ado be sup- 
posed to explain a difficulty in an English text. It will be readily under- 
stood therefore how I can allow myself to quote the expression at all, - -  
simply to point to it in order to ask if we may not perhaps suppose the 
English expression to have gone through the same sense development. 
I cannot unfortunately point out any other place where the figurative sense 
is beyond doubt. With regard to As you like it, II, 4, 60 ,,Nay, I shall never 
be ware of my wit till I break my shins against it," - -  all we can say is 
that this sense is not excluded (it is excluded e.g. in Wives I, 1,294, braised, 
1) BjSrnson has made use of this figure in one of his latest drama's, Paa Storhove III, 2, -- 
with a very great effect. When Hans utters what his brother Knut cannot but consider a 
tremendous lie, - adding I do nbt lie!", the latter ejoins: ,,Now, the earth is truly turned 
inside out. Now the mountains stand on their heads and the rivers spring across the goats. 
The fishes are sitting in the fir trees and the birds are swifnming on the bbttom of the sea." 
No simple statement of fact could express so well the topsy-turvydom f matters for Knut. 
el. Lit. Blatt. f..r. Phil., 1902 no. 11 : Bang on Valiant l~elskman. 
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etc.). The same may perhaps be said of L. L. Lost Ill, I. passim, as in either 
case the context a 1 o n e will show. 
May I in conclusion ask what the meaning is of ,cut off by the shins" 
in Arden of Feversham II, 2, 10, ed. Warncke and Proescholdt p. 261, in 
Michaell's love letter to his mistress Susan: 
,,Ah, mistres Susan, abbolish that paltry Painter, cut him off by the 
shinnes with a frowning looke of your crabed countenance, and think upon 
Michaell..." etc. 
This would almost seem necessarily to presuppose some such meaning 
for shin as indicated above t). 
It seems more than likely that other instances may turn up, now that 
attention has been called to this possible interpretation. 
I, 3, 42. Thou wilt fall backward when thou hast more wit. 
An interesting parallel may be quoted from Dutch: 
Twee vrauwenclickerkens (die) cort gehielt zijn . . . .  
Als met vele vynt te Brugghe 
Om lichtelic te vaUen ouer rugghe 
Als zy de cnechten willen ghevoughen . . . .  
Spelen van Cornelis Everaert, ed. Muller en Scharp~, p. 444, 1. 195. 
I, 3, 72. I was your mother much upon those years 
That you are now a maid. 
It is true that Juliet is supposed to be Capulet's only child, - compare 
e.g. I, 2, 15: She is the only hopeful lady of my earth; but it is clear, 
already from the preceding line: ,,The earth hath swallow'd all my hopes 
but she" that the Capulets have had several. These consideration must have 
lain at the bottom of Knight's apparently so very plausible conjecture: 
I was a mother much upon those years that you are now a maid. A circum- 
stance hitherto unobserved, so far as I can see, would seem to lend some 
colour to this hypothesis. Both in the Qq. and in the Ff., Lady Capulet is 
in this scene continually referred to as Old La. six times, alternating with 
four times IVtfe and once: too. = mother. This seems to me to prove very 
clearly that the prompter's copy which we may take to be the source of 
both Q2 and F1, had authority in the acting itself for making Lady Capulet 
an ,,Old Lady". 
This seems to me to prove at any rate that Lady Capulet's tatement: 
! was your mother etc. cannot possibly be taken literally for then she would 
be ,'much upon" 28 years, or 32 at the most if we allow for the mistake 
XIV instead of XVI in I, 2, 9. 
Many will no doubt look upon what precedes as bearing out Knight's 
conjecture. 
I do not think so, my respect for the aggregate weight of the testimonies 
l) I see now (1915) that the N.E.D. gives this same reference and one from Nashe and 
assigns the meaning: to leave not a leg to stand on, to it. 
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of all tire old copies is too great. I see moreover in my mind's eye an inter- 
pretation of Juliet's mother, which would add a very amusing effect to this 
scene, if in the make up of a real Old Lady, she may be supposed to imper- 
sonate a lady of a certain - -  i. e. uncertain - -  age, making herself as young 
as she possibly can, - -  as some women will do, and if, adopting the punc- 
tuation of the Folios, we suppose her to say: 
,,By my count (with just the slightest stre~ on my), I was your mother 
much upon those years", I think the effect must be very comic indeed, much" 
more so at any rate than a mother. 
[This trait of Lady Capulet's character fits in very well, as I find post 
scripture, with the description that Ulrici gives, of her personality, - compare 
e.g. apud Furness, p. 50]. 
I, 4, 7, 8. Nor no without-book prologue faintly spoke 
After the prompter, for our entrance. 
These lines found only in Q1 have been admitted into the received text 
clearly on very insufficient grounds. They ,,seem" to have been omitted from 
the Q1 only on account of their disparagement of the prologue speakers on 
the stage, says White. Surely, we shall want stronger reasons that this ,seems" 
to mix up the old copies? It is nothing but a weak repetition of what has 
already been said by Romeo, who in 1. 1 seq., speaks of a speech which he 
will not have, - -  this can only be the 'without book prologue' of 11. 7 antl 8. 
In 1. 2. Benvolio backs up Romeo, saying: ,'you are right, we don't want such 
a thing", for it is evident hat prolixity does not here refer to masks, but that 
it refers to tedious longwordedness. Then why should Benvolio again come 
back to this speech, after having already in 1. 4 and 5, spoken of the acting? 
The lines in question look like a very feeble joke of an actor at the 
prompter and should undoubtedly be rigorously excluded. 
I, 46, 47. Take our good meaning, for our judgement sits 
Five times in that ere once in our five wits, 
is the text of most commentators with Malone's "correction" f ive for fine 
(wits). I should like to call attention to the strong argument in favour of 
the old reading, contained in the corresponding line of Qt: Three times a 
day (?.) ere once in her right wits. 
I, 4, 56 . . . .  the forefinger of' an alderman. 
According to Ulrici (cp. his ed. p. 48) the English aldermen wore their 
rings on the thumb, the Dutch Burgomasters on the contrary on their 
forefingers, - for which statement I am not prepared to produce an authority 
and which I must therefore give on his responsibility. If then we find that 
"the forefinger of an alderman" occurs only in the Q2 and subsequent texts, 
but not in the Qt, where we read "forefinger of a Burgomaster," we may 
conclude that this Q. in this case represents the more original text, which 
was altered and not very intelligently by him who is responsible for the 
text as we now find it in Q o. 
It would seem that the word Burgomaster could have been borrowed 
either from German or from Dutch, but the available vidence points to 
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the latter source. See the N.E.D. Consequently, the reading of the first 
Quarto too, points in the direction of Holland 1). 
In a paper on this Queen Mab passage, in the Modern Language Notes 
Vol. 17, col. 21, I find some reasons adduced, or rather a reference to a 
paper which I have not seen, and where it is suggested that, why this 
passage should have borrowed. 
We all know that Arthur Brooke claimed to have seen a play on the 
theme of Romeo and Juliet before he published his poem in 1562. "I saw 
the same argument lately set forth on the stage," - etc. There is nothing in 
the context o prove whether he meant the English stage or not. 
From Dr. Furness' volume (p. 399) I quote a passage from Boswell's com- 
mentary. After saying that the "rude state of our drama before 1562 renders 
it improbable "that this performance has taken place in England, he adds: 
Vet I cannot but be of opinion that Romeo and Juliet may be added to 
the list of Shakespeare's plays that had appeared in a dramatio shape before 
his performance and that some slight remains of his predecessor are still 
to be traced in QI." And then Boswell refers to IIl, I, 145-168 of the Q2 
corresponding 6 11. 1170-1188: "Tybalt heere slaine" etc., adding that 
there seems to be found both in the rhythm and construction of that speech, 
a much greater resemblance to the style of some of Sh's predecessors than 
to his own." 
This is a statement t should not like to make my own, but the point is 
that from various sides we are led to think of the.possibility that a non- 
Shakespearean, foreign source should not only have existed but that traces of 
it may still perhaps be found however faintly, in the Qv This is well worth 
drawing attention to. 
In Turberville's Epitaph on Brooke (see Furness, p. 398), I find the following 
passage: 
as he (Brooke) to forraigne realm was bound 
With others moe, his soveraigne queene to serve, 
Amid the seas unluckie youth was drownd, . . . 
So this again points to Holland, for altho' of course other countries are 
not excluded, I have no doubt that this picture reminds every one of my 
readers of the English sotildiers that under Leicester went "trailing a pike 
in the Low-Countries." 
The object of this note is not to offer a theory but simply to show that 
several independent testimonies and suggestions point to the Netherlands 
as the country fi:om whose literature we may possibly one day expect to 
1) In the works of Shakespeare the word Burgomaster occurs but onme, viz. in A Plenty IV, 
II, t ,  84: ,'but with nobility and tranquillity, burgomasters and great oneyers". The latter word 
fSrms a desperate crux. The N.E.D. does not even record such guesses as one-yers formed 
like lawyers (Schmidt) and oneer groot (which the author, a Mr. Watkess Lloyd, fondly 
believes to be the Dutch for infinitely great[~ which Professor Sarrazin has found .it necessary 
to unearth (without exact reference!) from the pages of Notes and Queries, but is content to say that 
meaning and origin are alike unknown. I wonder if my guess: Burgomasters and grootemeneers 
(an English plural of Dutch meneer = mijnheer) will find acceptance, of. AT. a. Q., Dec. 2, 1905 
p. 443; 1906, I, 265. 
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draw forth a hitherto unknown drama on this subject, anterior to Shakespeare's 
play and to Brooke's poem. 
I, 4, 77. Sometime she gallops o~er a courtier's nose 
And then dreams he of smelling out a suit. 
Various commentators object to courtiers here on account of the "rather 
awkward" repetition of this word, cp. 1. 72. One may however think the 
repetition awkward and yet not change, remembering that our judgment 
concerning such jingles may be different from Shakespeare's. And we may 
well ask: tf we must suppose the bard's ear to have been scandalized by the 
repetition of this word with an interval of some few lines, could he then 
have written. "On courtiers knees that dream on court'sies traight"? 
The support given by the next line "smelling out a suif' to the word, 
usually substituted (from Q1) for courtiers, viz. lawyers, may prove of less 
worth than it would seem at first. 
I for one should like to ask if courtiers cannot here have to be retained 
in the sense of councillor, think of the (law-) court. It is true, I cannot 
point out any other passage where the word must have this meaning. And 
the N.E.D. does not recognize this meaning. I would like to query if it is 
not the more likely meaning in the quotation (lb.) from the Gesta Romanorum: 
"Prelates of causes temporall, courteer, jurrours and wily men," -- as I cannot 
look up  the context, I can only ask. 
It fits in better with suit (of law) than suit = petition. 
I, 5, 47. It seems she hangs upon the cheek of night 
Like a rich jewel in an Ethiope's ear; 
Beauty too rich for use, for earth too dear. 
I venture to say that no one would have dreamt of finding anything 
objectionable in this reading, if we had not had the reading of the second Folio: 
,,Her beauty hangs upon the cheek of nighty We are now, it is to be hoped, 
past the days of Knight and others, who rejected this ,,undoubted ancient 
reading" for the ,Her Beauty" of the F2, simply because the latter had become 
familiar, and because it was thought finer. Mommsen has shown us that the 
F2 is not an independent authority and that precisely in this part of the 
play, the second Folio presents a good many ,,corrections" of its prototype 
the First Folio (See Mommsen, pp. 72 and 76). 
The bold imagery of ,,She hangs upon the cheek of night" - -  it was this 
,,boldness" that led, according to Delius, Shakespeare to introduce it by ,'It 
seems'! - is paralleled by some words of Juliet herself, who in III, 2, 1. 18 
says mutatis mulandis exactly the same of Romeo: "Thou wilt lie upon the 
wings of night whiter than new snow on a ravens back." 
If we can explain the reading of the F2, i. e. assign a special cause for 
what we cannot but consider a ,,corrruption", however beautiful it may seem - -  
or be --  fn itself, then the last possible doubt as to its inadmissibility 
will disappear. 
It looks suspiciously much like a gloss to the text of the First Folio. 
I submit hat a possesor of a F1 copy, perhaps the ,,corrector", is responsible 
for the deviations of F2. It is an obviot, s fact that Beauty in I. 49 is the 
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repetition, not as some commentators would have it, of a word beauty 1), in 1. 
47, but that beauty is a sort of recapitulation in one word of the idea, of 
the notion that underlies 11. 47 and 48, for if we say that a woman hangs 
upon the cheek of night like a rich jewel shows off against the black ear of 
an Ethiop, then we cannot help thinking of something beautiful. And our 
,,corrector" having been struck by this fact, put ,,Her Beauty either in the 
margin of the line or possibly over the words in the text. The printer of 
the second Folio admitted it as the right reading. 
Such ,,glosses" have of course been pointed out before. We are all familiar 
with : O run Doll, run, run good Doll. come. she comes blubbered, yea" etc. 
in 2 Henry IV, II, 4, 420, 421, where the italicised words are a stage direction 
that has found its way into the text, Dr. Byvanck, mentioning this instance, 
quoted two more (De Gids, Amsterdam 1900, p. 548) from 1 Henry IV  
(II, 4, 121 and 133, 134). 
In the former the words ,,Some fourteen" are supposed to be a marginal note 
to the line as it then would have run originally: ,,and answers an hour 
after: a trifle, a trifle~). ''
Dr. Byvanck's second instance is of more interest. The crux in ,Didst thou 
never see Titan kiss a dish of butter, pitiful hearted Titan that melted at the 
sweet tale of the sonnes, if thou didst, then behold that compound"  - -  is 
explained away by assuming Titan the sonne to be a real marginal gloss a). 
It may be of interest to point to some other cases where we have to take 
the possibility of such an explanation into account. 
Dr. Van Dam lookes upon the words ,,to say ~r sorry sight" in Macbeth 
II, 2, 22: ,,A foolish thought, to say a sorry sight" as an -elucidatory 
addit ion," i. e. as a gloss. This is a very plausible possibility although it 
does not seem beyond doubt that we have to change at all - which may be 
said of more than one of Dr. Van Dam's ,elucidatory addit ions" (pp. 318--321). 
Perhaps we ought to mention here in passing the addition in the Qz of 
the Nurse's words ,,Marry farewell" (II, 4, 152) and ,,Peter, take my fan and 
go before" (ib. I. 232), but I am personally inclined to look upon that rather 
as actor's ,,gag" than as an addition of a printer or ,corrector." 
A word may here be said of R. andjul., III, 2, 76 and IV, 1,110. No one 
z) For the omission of the indefinite article before Beauty in I. 44, I refer to an epitaph of 
Turberville's, quoted by Furness in his Rom. a. Julwt p. 398: Amid the seas unluckie youth 
was drowned More speedie death . . .  one did deserve; and not deare for price (def. art. ore.) 
Every man out of his [-[umour 1. 793; cf. I, 1, 48, note ante; n. infra to II, 2, 100; R. and 
I. II, 6, 34; Abbott, w 82 seq. 
2) Surely the words "some fourteen", are not looked upon by Dr. Byvanck as un-original? 
They can at most be supposed to have dropped out and then put in at the wrong place. Moreover, 
why could not ,,some fourteen...a trifle" in itself be correct? This English is as idiomatically 
correct as ,,a trifle, some fourteen", which Dr. B. appears to look upon as only admissible. 
Even .the interpolated ,,an hour after" may perhaps stand, if we do not take "an hour" 
literally, - cp. ,,They have made Love to be the hot passion of an hour" (N.E.D.), - of s 
certain time. 
s) Dr.Byvanck does not seem to have observed that his hypothesis does not quite explain 
the reading of the older Qq. How does he account for of and for the s of sonnes? But this 
does not do away with the plausibility of his suggestion. 
Possibly the marginal note ran: ,,Titan of the Sonne" i.e.: said of; and it is to be remarked 
that the later Qq. (if I may trust Delius account, p. 678) have sun. 
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has yet doubted that the words found after the latter passage: ,,Be borne to 
buriall in thy kindreds grave" cannot be supposed to have been Shakespeare's 
although they are found in all the Qq. Ff. I only want to call attention here 
to the fact that it is also owing to the reception into the text of a marginal 
note, - -  a gloss or in this case perhaps a varia lectio. A similar state of 
things occurs in III, 2, 76, where the Q2 reads: Ravenous dovefeathered Raven. 
Already Mommsen (p. 75) omits ravenous ,,als eine aus (Q2) stammende 
Dittotypie." It is however probably not so much a simple dittotypy as a 
varia lectio, or who knows, a gloss to (wolvish) ravening. 
Very interesting instances of such glosses are found in Hamlet lII, 2, Com- 
pare e.g. 11. 177 en 179. 
. . . .  yet though I distrust, 
Discomfort you (my Lord) it nothing must: 
For womens Feare and Love, holds quantitie, 
In neither ought, or in extremity. 
This is the reading of the Folios, whereas the Qq. read: 
. . . .  yet though I distrust 
Discomfort you my Lord it nothing must. 
For women fear too much, even as they love, 
And womens feare and love hold quantitie, 
Either none, in neither ought, or in extremitie. 
The line added; For women etc. contains nothing that was not already 
found in 1. 177 of the Folios and is therefore clearly a repetition of it. The 
modern editors all rightly reject it, whereas the older ones such as Theobald, 
Johnson, Steevens, Keightley etc. retain it, either reading lust for love so as 
to get a triplet, or adding a line, rhyming on love[ 
Dr. Van Dam for whom every word is sacred, when it suits his conve- 
nience of course, retains not only this line, adding1): "By fear their love, by 
love their fear they prove" (William Shakespeare, Prosody and Text, p. 424) 
but also the words ,,either none" in 1. 179, which he prints: 
Ei'r none in nei'r ought or 'n extremity. 
Of exactly the same nature seems to me the addition of the Qq. in 1. 233 
of the same scene. 
,,If once a Widdow, ever I be a wife" ; this is the original reading represented 
by the Folio. The corrector must have added the gloss: ,,I be" here in the 
margin or over the line to the word ,,once" and consequently we read in 
the Qq. (substantially): ,,If once I be a widdow, euer I be a wife." 
I, 5, 54. Forswear it, sight. 
I do not quite see why Romeo should here address (his) sight. And, strictly 
speaking, not one of the old copies would seem to support this interpreta- 
tion. For, neither the Q1, nor the Q2 nor the F. (at least not the Ft)'have 
a comma behind it, so that in reality the reading of the old copies is: 
i) On p. 423 we read concerning this ,emendation" : In ninety-nine cases out of a hundred, 
it is sheer folly to go about to restore a whole line that has got lost, but in this special ease 
the logic o f  the context  is so cogent" . . . . etc. etc. etc. 
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forswear it sight which may very well mean fomwear it(s) sight. Cannot 
this have been the original idea: Did my heart love till now? No, (my heart !) 
forswear (the sight of, i. e.) the looking at that (love, i. e. at her who was 
my) love till now, for I never saw true beauty until today. 
Similarly I, 1, 32 we find: They must take it sense, where the insertion of 
in from the Q1 is not necessary, it sense may stand for it(s) sense. Compare 
note on II, 3, 22. 
(to be concluded in the next part) 
-Gent. H. LOGEMAN. 
VARIA .  
ROMANTISCHE NATURSYMBOLIK.  
Bekannt ist die erg6tzliche Geschiehte, wie Zacharias Werner, der Wander- 
prophet der mystisch-romantischen Liebesreligion, das Unglfick hare, durch 
Vorlesung eines Sonetts den grimmigen Zorn seines ,Helios" zu erregen. 
Sie wird yon verschiedenen Seiten erz~hlt, am ausfiihrlichsten yon Steffens 
und W. v. Humboldt (Biedermann, Goethes Oespr. II, 13--15). Werner war 
Ende 1808 zum zweiten Male in Weimar eingetroffen und speiste den 31. 
Dez. mit Steffens, Meyer und Riemer bei Goethe. Da lieB er sich durch 
Goethes Freundlichkeit verleiten, ein Son'ett aus Italien vorzulese_n, in welchem 
der fiber dem Meere bei Genua aufsteigende Vollmond mit der vom Priester 
in der Messe emporgehobenen Hostie verglichen wurde. Dariiber wurde der 
ARe, wie Humboldr berichtet, saugrob, und mochte seitdem sogar keine 
Madonna mehr sehen! 
Weniger bekannt diirfte es sein, dab Victor Hugo, der natfirlich Werner 
nicht einmal dem Namen nach kannte, auf dasselbe Bild verfallen ist, und 
zwar in dem Gedichte Relligio (Contemplations T. II, livre VI, 20), datiert: 
Marine-Terrace, octobre 1865. Es ist eins der vielen mystisch-pantheistischen 
Glaubensbekenntnisse des Dichters, die Antwort auf die Fragen eines Freundes 
nach seiner Religion, seinem Tempel, seinem Priester: 
L'dglise, c'est l'azur, lui dis-je, et, quant au pr~tre . . . .  
En ce moment le ciel blanchit. 
La lune d l'horizon montait, hostie dnorme, 
Tout avait le frisson, le pin, le c~dre l l'orme, 
Le loup, l'aigle et l'alcyon; 
Lui montrant l'astre d'or sur la terre obscurcie, 
Je lui dis: ,Courbe-toL Dieg lui-mdme officie 
Et void l'dldvation. 
Zur Psychologie der Romantik ist dieses Zusammentreffen gewiB ein 
interessanter Beitrag. 
Utrecht. FRANTZEN. 
